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Comments Responses
CDFG1. Extensive public meetings, interagency coordination, and

numerous meetings with the Death Valley Advisory
Commission yielded the alternatives presented in the draft
plan. The stated planning objective throughout the scoping and
alternative development phases was to develop a general
management plan for Death Valley that met the intent of
Congress, was consistent with agency guidelines for general
management plan content and scope, and was implementable.
It was not the intent to craft an array of management
alternatives that violate congressional intent and required
legislation before they could be implemented. Mandates from
the California Desert Protection Act, existing laws, policies,
and regulations restrict the range of alternatives with this
objective in mind. The planning effort explored the traditional
theme alternative approach (i.e. visitor use emphasis, resource
protection emphasis, etc.) and decided that approach was not
consistent with public input received during scoping. The
general feeling during scoping was the public was satisfied
with the management of the old monument and was not
interested in new visitor use developments. Therefore, we
believe the range of alternatives is appropriate given these
considerations.

In addition, the Environmental Protection Agency, the federal
agency responsible for overseeing the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) reviewed the draft plan and had no
objections to the plan and commended the Park Service for
developing a quality management plan for the Park.

CDFG2. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) and NPS
guidelines on implementing NEPA suggest that the preferred
alternative may be identified in the draft plan, but if the
agency has no preferred alternative at that time it does not
have to be identified. It has to be identified in the final plan.
The draft plan did identify the agency proposed action, but
that does not necessarily represent the preferred alternative.
The council requires that the “environmentally” preferred
alternative be identified in the record of decision.
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CDFG3. See response to CDFG1.

We believe that the 50 pages of text in the draft plan devoted
to describing the proposed action and the two alternatives is
of sufficient detail to accomplish the stated planning
objectives and address the range of issues for the
management of the Park for the first tier planning document.
Alternative 3 is brief because it is the same as Alternative 1
except for stated differences. The full text of Alternative 1 is
not repeated.

NPS general management plans represent the first phase of
tiered planning for parks and provide the overall management
framework under which other detailed plans are developed.
The NPS planning process involves several levels of
planning that become increasingly more detailed and
complementary by agreeing first on why the Park was
established and what resource conditions and visitor
experiences should exist there, and then by becoming
increasingly focused on how those conditions should be
achieved. Decisions about site-specific actions are deferred to
implementation planning when more detailed site-specific
analysis would be done.

CDFG4. We believe the level of detail in the “Affected Environment”
and “Environmental Consequences” sections is commensurate
with the broad-scale decisions of this plan. According to the
regulations and NPS guidelines, the affected environment
section of an environmental impact statement is intended only
to give the reader a general understanding of the environment
that may experience impact if the proposal or alternatives are
implemented. This section is not intended to be a complete
description of the environment of Death Valley. Data in this
section should be commensurate with the importance of the
impact. Data in the affected environment section is also
supplemented, as directed by regulations, by appendix
material and references. For instance, this plan includes lists of
private lands, mining claims, water rights, and species of
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special consideration in appendixes. It also references
numerous other published sources and incorporates by
reference a separate analysis of socioeconomic conditions.

Appendixes included are those that were deemed relevant to
the analysis. There are also many references cited in the
analysis. This is the normal process for an environmental
impact statement.

The “Environmental Consequences” section is structured once
again to build upon differences between the “Existing
Management and Proposed Alternatives.” The discussion in
“Alternative 2” identifies the major effects of continuing
existing management actions on primarily the new lands
added to the Park in 1994. Continuing the preservation
strategies and existing developments that have occurred for
many years on the old monument lands were not considered
major and have been addressed in previous planning and
environmental compliance documents. Therefore, the
discussion focuses on the major impact topics and builds from
the existing management strategy by identifying differences
between the proposed alternatives and no action. The
“Environmental Consequences” section is also supported by a
socioeconomic analysis done under contract and incorporated
by reference.

CDFG5. NEPA regulations call for measures to mitigate adverse
impacts, if not adequately covered by the proposed action or
alternatives (40 CFR 1502.16(h)). The plan covers a
legislative change in managing agencies for existing federal
lands and their subsequent actions. The proposed action
typically protects and enhances the resources over the existing
management alternative. The proposed alternative is
essentially mitigation for the existing management alternative.
Many of the actions proposed would mitigate adverse impacts
currently occurring.
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CDFG6. We agree that a management objective should be included
where suggested to address cooperative management of
wildlife with other state and federal agencies. Such an
objective has been added (see “Introduction/ Management
Objectives” section).

We believe that the “Proposed Action” complies with the
1973 amendment to the Memorandum of Understanding
between CDF&G and NPS and with the Biodiversity
Agreement of 1991.

CDFG7. We disagree. The proposed action proposes to remove burros,
manage grazing and mining, protect wilderness (95% of the
Park) and protect sensitive species. Alternative 1’s Biological
Environment / Sensitive Species section elaborates on
commitments being made to sensitive species protection at
this general management planning level. The Park has worked
actively for years to inventory and map species distribution
and identify threats to sensitive species. Where threats are
identified, the Park uses a variety of management actions to
reduce or eliminate the threats. Probably the best example is
the Devils Hole pupfish that the Park Service has been
aggressively protecting from groundwater overpumping for
nearly 30 years. The Park Service has a preservation mandate
and both the agency and the Park have an excellent track
record of protecting the resources.

CDFG8. Resource conditions are addressed as one element of the
“Desired Future Conditions” in terms of the tolerance for
resource degradation for each management area, such as
wilderness and natural areas. We agree that sensitive habitats
should be specifically highlighted and higher protection
standards should be given. Desired future condition statements
have been added to address this concern.

CDFG9. We believe the “Proposed Action” is a strong resource
preservation approach. It does not propose to expand visitor
use developments, but does provide protection for 95% of the

CDFG14
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park in a wilderness setting, proposes to remove exotic
species such as the burro, proposes to manage grazing and
management situation for mineral management, which is
mining, and proposes to protect sensitive species.

The proposed action and “Alternative 3” build on the existing
management. All three alternatives provide that mineral
development activities would only be allowed when they
meet the approval standards of NPS regulations at 36 CFR
9A. Sensitive resources would be evaluated whenever a
proposed mineral development activity is proposed.
“Alternative 3” differs in that it proposes a parkwide
sensitive resource analysis in an effort to identify areas of the
Park where mining may be incompatible. That approach
relies on potential development scenarios though, rather than
actual proposals. Regardless of the approach, if the proposed
mineral operations could not be mitigated to meet NPS
approval standards, the proposed plan would be denied.
Acquisition funding would be sought if no feasible
alternative mineral development schemes were available.

CDFG11. See response to CDFG1.

We do not believe that creating alternatives for the
management of Death Valley that conflict with legislative
direction for the Park is consistent with our objective of
creating a management plan for the area. If we were to
evaluate such an alternative and ultimately select that
approach as the desired management, we would be creating a
management plan that could not be implemented unless
Congress agreed with the change and decided to pass
legislation to authorize it.

CDFG12. See response to comment CDFG3.

We feel that the alternatives descriptions are adequate and
comparisons can be made among the various alternatives. As
stated in response CDFG3, the level of detail provided is

CDFG18

C
O

M
M

EN
TS A

N
D

 R
ESPO

N
SES O

N
 TH

E 1998 D
R

A
FT

21
E

N
V

IR
O

N
M

EN
TA

L IM
PA

C
T S

TA
TEM

EN
T A

N
D

 G
EN

ER
A

L M
A

N
A

G
EM

EN
T P

LA
N



Comments Responses

appropriate for an NPS general management plan, which is
the first phase of tiered planning. Many other implementation
plans identified on page 51 of the 1998 draft plan are in place
(some may need updating) or will be prepared to delineate
the specific actions needed to carry out the broad
management goals of the management plan. New data on
resources is constantly being gathered and considered in Park
management actions.

CDFG13. The plan clearly states that water and its protection is an
important issue. The Death Valley National Park staff will
continue its ongoing work to inventory water features and
associated biotic resources and will continue developing
plans for their protection and restoration (if needed). The
1998 draft plan states on page 67 that inventory and
monitoring of the Park’s natural resources is important and a
comprehensive strategy would be developed through the
Park’s Resource Management Plan.

The text was modified in regards to non-NPS water right
holders restoring modified water sources to natural
conditions while still allowing for valid existing uses.

The Department of Energy is conducting a water audit
parkwide.

The last statement on page 61 of the 1998 draft plan provides
for the purchase of water rights. In addition, the discussion
on page 84 indicates that the Park Service would seek
funding to acquire the majority of private lands and interests
based on priorities in the Land Protection Plan (appendix B).

CDFG14. As stated in the draft plan, occupancy and modification of
floodplains and wetlands would be avoided wherever
possible. If no practicable alternatives exist, mitigation would
be implemented. Since the activity that might create this
potential situation is unknown at this time, specific mitigation
measures cannot be predicted. However, an existing example
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might be the Salt Creek boardwalk that was constructed to
prevent visitor use from destroying wetland habitat. Another
example might be restoring native species to riparian areas to
replace exotic tamarisk following its removal.

CDFG15. The Park would welcome the assistance and expertise of the
Department Fish and Game in examining the use,
maintenance, or removal of developed water sites. Motorized
access to sites in wilderness would be considered
extraordinary and would not be routinely allowed unless
unusual circumstances warranted it. These instances would
be considered on a case-by-case basis consistent with the
Wilderness Act, and nothing in the California Desert
Protection Act provides any additional authority. In fact, each
water development in wilderness would have to be examined
in light of the restrictions in the Wilderness Act on structures
and installations.

CDFG16. This is our mission and it is stated as such in the plan. The
section on page 64 of the 1998 draft plan is specific to
sensitive species.

Protection of all resources is inherent in our regulations and
in our daily management activities. Threats to Park resources
are routinely identified, management solutions proposed and
funding sought. Most of our staff activities are directed at
resource preservation, whether it’s maintenance, law
enforcement, resource management, or interpretation. All of
these activities are directed at identifying threats and taking
corrective action. Your wording suggestion has been
incorporated.

CDFG17. Park management activities that undergo the NEPA planning
process do evaluate potential impacts that park management
activities have on sensitive species. Through NEPA,
strategies for reducing management- related impacts are
proposed and evaluated. Impacts are periodically evaluated in
resource management plan updates, and restoration activities
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by Park staff members are implemented as money and
priority setting allows. Evaluation of restoration techniques
would also be subject to NEPA review processes.

CDFG18. Tables C-3 and C-4 in appendix C of the plan do identify
some known threats to sensitive species. For listed species
with habitat in the Park, specific actions are being pursued. A
conservation plan for the Eureka Dunes area is being
prepared in consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service that will provide proper management and protections
for the sensitive plants in that area. Park staff has actively
pursued numerous actions for years to protect the Devils
Hole pupfish, including regular fish counts and monitoring of
water. The area is fenced and closed to public access. The
Park actively seeks to protect the endangered fish from
groundwater drawdowns.

Regarding the desert tortoise, no critical habitat is designated
within Death Valley National Park. Historical sightings have
been rare. In 1998 the Park conducted surveys for desert
tortoise and discovered only limited potential parkwide. In
Greenwater Valley, suitable habitat was found to occur and
some historic use was indicated. These surveys did not
discover any animals or signs of recent tortoise activities.
Human activities in Greenwater Valley area are very light
and road access is very limited. The entire area outside of the
limited dirt road access is designated wilderness. If and when
additional information of desert tortoise’s presence within the
Park are found by Park staff or others and it is found that
additional protection is warranted, appropriate actions would
be taken. Grazing does not occur within desert tortoise
habitat in Death Valley National Park.

CDFG19. Habitat was included for listed species, but not all sensitive
species. This type of detail should appear in implementation
plans rather than the general management plan.

The species table has been updated to reflect the data
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provided. However, Park staff do not currently have
documentation that indicates that spotted bats, western
mastiff bats, or free tailed bats are present in the Park.

CDFG20. Environmental assessments would be conducted prior to
mine closures. These assessments would include biological
surveys and mitigation recommendations.

CDFG21. The National Park Service recognizes, as stated on page 67 of
the 1998 draft plan, the importance of an inventorying and
monitoring program. Aspects of such a program are in place
and operational, such as air quality monitoring and
monitoring of the water level and fish at Devils Hole. A
national NPS program and funding will be available in 2000
or 2001, and all NPS units would be allowed to submit
proposals requesting funding.

CDFG22. See response to comment CDFG4. The purpose of the
“Affected Environment” section is to describe those features
that will be affected by the proposed action. We feel we have
adequately described those features.

CDFG23. Comment noted.

CDFG24. The National Park Service inherited grazing as an existing
federal activity and the California Desert Protection Act
specifically allows grazing to continue at no more than the
1994 level. The same protections that were required by the
state and federal governments will be provided under NPS
management. The proposed action calls for the National Park
Service to develop a grazing management plan that will, at
minimum, follow existing federal and state guidelines (e.g.
Clean Water, Cultural Resource Protection, and Endangered
Species Laws) and the need for additional protections to be
provided to the Park’s natural and cultural resources in
compliance with NPS policies and regulations.
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CDFG25. Funding for resource management issues is usually allocated
on a yearly basis through internal Park programs. Sometimes
requests are made for financial assistance from Congress via
line item appropriations. Other than the Park’s base budget it
presently has no funding identified for inventorying and
monitoring activities. There is a large probability that all
NPS units will receive substantial infusions of money for
inventory and monitoring activities beginning in the year
2000. Park staff hope these allocations are forthcoming, and
will move aggressively forward with enhanced inventory
activities as the funding becomes available. The NPS and
Death Valley mission statements on page 29 of the 1998
draft plan clearly state that resource protection is the National
Park Service’s highest priority.

CDFG26. We agree that guzzlers may be necessary where they have
been installed to replace water no longer available to wildlife
due to human intervention. We have requested that CDF&G
provide us with data indicating that such is the case in Death
Valley. Where guzzlers have been installed to artificially
increase wildlife populations where water was not present are
the areas where the Park Service is proposing to examine for
the guzzlers’ appropriateness.

The report citing and substantiating NPS conclusions have
been included in the “References” section.

CDFG27. Death Valley National Park does not have a cowbird control
program but resources staff do recognize that cowbird
parasitism affects nesting success of neotropical bird species.
Implementation of a cowbird control program at the present
time would be premature until adequate surveys are done to
identify areas where susceptible host species are present and
where cowbird parasitism is problematic.

CDFG28. Text has been changed to reflect your comment.
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CDFG29. Additional information has been included in the plan.

CDFG30. No species are being considered for restoration at this time.
This section has been eliminated from the plan.

CDFG31. Grazing impacts are identified in the “Environmental
Consequences” section.

Grazing impacts are reduced from the level when Death
Valley National Park inherited grazing as an existing federal
activity from the Bureau of Land Management. Only one of
the four allotments identified within the draft plan is
presently authorized for grazing. The small acres within
Death Valley National Park of the Eureka Valley and the
Lacey-Cactus-McCloud allotments have been retired with no
reduction to the ranchers’ use-levels on the adjoining BLM
allotments. Nevada BLM has suspended the grazing privilege
for the Last Chance allotment and Death Valley has done the
same. Death Valley has no immediate plans to reissue the
Last Chance grazing permit at this time. This is a reduction
of 2,249 animal unit months.

Protection and enhancement of natural and cultural resources
on the Hunter Mountain allotment remains a goal of the
grazing management plan.

CDFG32. The impacts to air quality, viewsheds, water resources,
sensitive species, introduced species, etc are identified in the
“Environmental Consequences” section where an impact is
anticipated. Other than the impacts indicated in the
“Environmental Consequences” section, there are no impacts
to the resources that you have listed.

Also see response to comment CDFG4.

CDFG33. The “Environmental Consequences” section has been
expanded in response to your comment.

CDFG29

CDFG30

CDFG31

CDFG32

CDFG33

CDFG34

C
O

M
M

EN
TS A

N
D

 R
ESPO

N
SES O

N
 TH

E 1998 D
R

A
FT

27
E

N
V

IR
O

N
M

EN
TA

L IM
PA

C
T S

TA
TEM

EN
T A

N
D

 G
EN

ER
A

L M
A

N
A

G
EM

EN
T P

LA
N



Comments Responses

CDFG34. The “Environmental Consequences” section has been
expanded in response to your comment.

CDFG35. Any new mining activity on a valid existing claim must
include a plan of operation (36 CFR Part 9.9). Within that
plan will be a discussion on potential impact to Park
resources, including bat populations.

CDFG36. Comment noted.

CDFG37. Comment noted. The black toad has been added to table C-3.
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